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Foreword

At a ceremony on 21 February 1885, President Chester Arthur dedi-
cated the newly completed Washington Monument “‘to the immortal name
and memory of George Washington.”’” A century has since passed, and the
white shaft remains the most distinctive feature of the capital skyline.

The monument was many years in the making. Disputes over design,
difficulties in raising funds, and the construction itself all added years to the
process. The delays ended when a small civilian-military team from the
Corps of Engineers, led by Colonel Thomas L. Casey, took over construc-
tion management.

The Corps of Engineers had a long association with the monument,
during and after construction. Even before the Civil War, Engineer officers
provided advice on the soundness and stability of the foundation. Later
Casey, who was then officer in charge of public buildings and grounds,
took over and saw the monument to completion. Casey’s successors man-
aged and maintained the monument for nearly 50 years until establishment
of the National Park Service. .

This history marks the monument’s centennial and pays tribute to
the men of the Corps of Engineers who carried out the project, among them
Bernard Richardson Green, George W. Davis, and most notably, Thomas
L. Casey. This book should be of interest to people associated with the
Corps of Engineers or those who are otherwise interested in the history of

engineering in the United States. ( ; :

Paul W. Taylor
Colonel, Corps of Engineers
Chief of Staff
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Chapter |

THE IDEA OF A MONUMENT

Hostilities in the War of Independence came to a conclusion with the
defeat of the British at Yorktown in October 1781 but not until 1783 did the
Treaty of Paris officially end the war. The young nation faced numerous
problems. The Continental Congress—the only semblance of national
unity—had to disband troops and out of an empty treasury had to pay those
who remained under arms as well as the domestic and foreign creditors. It
had to manage extremely shakey foreign affairs, adjust state boundaries,
and deal with jealousies and bitterness among the states.

Despite these serious problems, the American people deeply ap-
preciated their independence, which they sincerely felt they owed to one
man—George Washington. Washington had not yet left his country’s ser-
vice for his beloved Mount Vernon when on 6 May 1783, Arthur Lee,
delegate to the Congress from Virginia, proposed that an equestrian statue
be erected in his honor. Congress immediately appointed Lee, Oliver
Ellsworth of Connecticut, and Thomas Mifflin of Pennsylvania, to prepare
a plan for such a statue ‘““where Congress shall fix their residence.’’! With
surprising speed, the committee reported within two days, but the entire
Congress took longer. Undoubtedly it had more pressing matters to con-
sider than a statue, but the delegates’ chronic lack of attendance may also
have prevented more attention to the plan.

On 7 August 1783, with ten states represented, Congress unan-
imously passed the committee’s report authorizing the erection of an
equestrian statue of Washington. The congressional resolution specifically
required:

that the statue be bronze: The General to be represented in a.
Roman dress, holding a truncheon in his right hand....The
statue to be supported by a marble pedestal, on which are to be
represented, in basso relievo, the. . . principal events of the war,
in which General Washington commanded in person.. ..

Because America had few artists skilled enough to sculpt such a
statue, the resolution directed that a European sculptor under the guidance
of the American minister at the Court of Versailles execute the statue and




that the United States treasury cover the cost. Congress also directed
Charles Thomson, Secretary of Congress, to obtain for the American
minister at Versailles the best possible portrait of Washington as well as an
accurate description of the events that were to become a part of the base
relief.3

The 7 August resolution could not have been more specific about
congressional plans for a memorial to Washington. The site of the future
capital remained unsettled, however, for several more years. Meanwhile,
the many problems facing the young nation, particularly with an empty
treasury, prevented any further realization of the resolution.

The next several years were critical ones for the United States. The
Constitutional Convention met in Philadelphia in 1787, and after extensive
deliberations enough states ratified the Constitution to make it effective.
Established in 1789 in New York City, a new government, more serious
than its predecessor, examined the question of a site for the new capital. In
1790, it selected an area on the Potomac River for the future city of
Washington.

Pierre Charles L’Enfant, a sensitive and egotistical Frenchman, but
an able engineer, received a commission from General Washington to draw
up a plan for the capital. In 1791, he submitted his design, which even in-
cluded an equestrian statue of the general. He placed the proposed statue
approximately where the Washington Monument stands today, noting that
this was the memorial that the late Continental Congress authorized in its
resolution of 1783.4 This statue of Washington would be a center of attrac-
tion because of its location between the Capitol and the President’s
mansion. _

While Federal City, as Washington, D.C., was then called, was slow-
ly rising, little was done to realize the dream of the old Continental Con-
gress. Indeed, some of the fault lay with George Washington himself, who
would not accept the idea of a memorial while he was alive. While Charles
Peale and other American artists were busy painting and sculpting busts of
Washington, the equestrian statue remained a dream.

In the meantime, Washington served two terms as President and
returned to Mount Vernon, where he died in 1799. His death shocked the
nation. Perhaps as much from a feeling of guilt because nothing had been
done to honor him as from a feeling of adoration, voices rose from every
corner praising the lost hero. In Congress, where political parties had yet to
develop distinct philosophies, members rose to honor Washington. Among
them was John Marshall, then a representative from Virginia but later to
become one of the greatest justices of the United States Supreme Court.
Following his impassioned speech, the House of Representatives appointed
Marshall to a joint committee that was to present a plan showing what
‘‘respect ought to be paid to the memory of the man first in war, first in
peace, and first in the hearts of his countrymen....’’The committee’s
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report, submitted on 24 December 1799, recommended that a marble monu-
ment be erected in Washington, and that Washington's family be requested
to permit his body to be deposited under it. The report also suggested that
“the monument be so designed as to commemorate the great events of his
military and political life.">

Henry Lee, afellow Virginian, rose in the House of Representatives
to support the resolution. He cautioned his colleagues that Congress should
suppress any differences over the design of the monument for the sake of
unanimity and action. Anticipating that many quarrels and disagreements
would ensue on this issue in the years ahead, he said:

one hope is cherished, that whatever is done, will be

unanimously adopted.. .. A difference of opinion will naturally
prevail. This difference of opinion, however, commendable,

upon ascertaining the mode of public mourning; ought to be
suppressed when we come to act; for unanimity then is... most

to be wished for.. 6

Both houses of Congress approved the resolution on the same day, but
problems were about to begin.”

The 1799 resolution differed in two maor respects from the 1783
proposal. First, it directed that the statue be built inside the Capitol, then
under construction, and second, that Washington's body be laid to rest
there as well. Although Martha Washington reluctantly agreed to have her
husband’ s remains moved to the Capitol, Congress failed to act. For years
afterwards, Congress considered several proposals, but did not enact any
legislation because of a depleted treasury, the international situation draw-
ing America closer to war, and disagreements over the design of the
monument.

George Washington in his later years.

Painting by Gilbert Stuart.
Library of Congress.




On 8 May 1800 Henry Lee offered a proposal supporting the 1783
resolution and stating that the government execute an equestrian statue and
place it in the center of a designated area in front of the Capitol. Another
House member, Robert Goodloe Harper of South Carolina, moved to
amend the resolution by substituting a mausoleum for the statue. The
House adopted the latter plan.8

The House quickly appointed a committee to study the matter. On
the following day it reported a bill that provided that the mausoleum base
be 100 feet long and of a proportionate height. Harper, the author of this
plan, had asked Benjamin Latrobe, the eminent exponent of Greek revival
architecture in Philadelphia, for advice. Latrobe suggested a design of a
“‘pyramid of one hundred feet at the bottom, with nineteen steps, having a
chamber thirty feet square, made of granite, to be taken from the Potomac,
with a marble. . .sarcophagus in the centre, and four marble pillars on the
outside, besides other proportionate ornaments.’”” He believed that such a
design would cost $62,500. In spite of strong opposition to Harper’s bill, it
passed after a third reading, but Congress did not appropriate any money to
carry out the legislation.?

At the following session, a group of congressmen led by Henry Lee
introduced a similar bill to construct a mausoleum. By now, however, there
was some controversy over whether to construct a mausoleum or erect a
monument. Heretofore the House had favored a mausoleum, but now some
preferred a monument that would commemorate Washington’s military
and political careers. Much of the discussion centered around expense. To
some, even Latrobe’s estimate of $62,500 seemed excessive. Congressman
John Nicholas, motivated largely by economy, favored a simple, plain
monument.!9 Congressman Abraham Nott did not believe that a mass of
stones in a mausoleum would add to Washington’s reputation or express
any more national affection than would a simple marble monument. This
being the case, he preferred the latter, which would be less expensive.!!

When Willis Alston proposed an'amendment to build a less expen-
sive monument, Lee declared that the bill should remain unchanged. He
maintained that no expense was too much for so great a man. Nathaniel
Macon retorted that he favored the amendment because it was more ra-
tional and economical and conformed to the intentions of the old Congress.
The committee concluded its meeting without reaching a decision.!2

Many in Congress feared that a mausoleum housing Washington’s
remains would prove far more costly than originally estimated, perhaps as
much as $150,000 or even $200,000. William Claiborne, the group’s expo-
nent, suggested that the public would view such an undertaking as a ‘‘pro-
fuse and useless expenditure of the public money.’’ He felt that principles of
economy better justified a statue similar to the one that the Continental
Congress originally recommended and that the American people would
ultimately support it.13



The debate over the type of commemoration continued throughout
December 1800 amid bitterness and recrimination. Some members favored
a mausoleum, others wanted a monument, and a third group suggested
both. Congress also disagreed over the artistic details. Cost was at the heart
of much of the argument, although those who urged economy wished to
avoid the stigma of being considered too parsimonious in eulogizing so
great a man.

The final vote was a close one. The House agreed upon a
mausoleum, and on 1 January 1801 passed an appropriation of $200,000
for its erection. The Senate, however, failed to act upon the measure and
the issue remained unresolved.!4 Momentous political and diplomatic ques-
tions then absorbing the attention of Congress and the country continued
unabated until the War of 1812 and made the senators reluctant to vote for
a structure that many people considered extremely costly. 13

The question of erecting a monument or a mausoleum remained dor-
mant for 15 years. On 16 February 1816, Congressman Benjamin Huger,
who had served on the 1799 monument committee, rose to ask what could
be done to resolve the problem. Congress appointed a joint committee. The
committee approved a resolution to build a marble monument ‘‘in the cen-
tre of the great hall of the Capitol,”” presumably meaning the rotunda,
where Washington’s remains would ultimately rest. Congress again failed to
pass the resolution.16 The divergent feelings on the subject had changed lit-
tle since 1800.

Three years later the Senate revived the question and adopted a
resolution to build an equestrian statue of Washington, as proposed in
1783, ““in the Capitol square,’’ but it postponed and eventually dropped the
matter after the House proposed amendments. 17

An impassioned speech by the young congressman James Buchanan
in January 1824 failed to arouse Congress. The House tabled his resolution
but resurrected the one passed in 1799. Years later, after becoming Presi-
dent of the United States, Buchanan reminisced:

When, thirty-four or thirty-five years ago, I was a member of
the House of Representatives, at that time a young man and a
new member, I introduced a resolution, the object of which was
to redeem the plighted faith of the country to erect a monument
to him to whom its warmest gratitude was due. I do not
remember at whose instance I did this, but it was undoubtedly
at the instance of some respectable citizens of Washington, who
remembered the obligations which had been incurred by the
previous action of the national legislature. Being then, as I have
said, a young man, there was, perhaps, something of the
sophomore in my dealings with the subject, but I pressed it with
all the ardor of my youth. It was considered at that time, and
was so remarked in Congress, that it was rather an indignity
that any effort should be made to raise a monument to the
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honor and memory of Washington besides that which existed in
the hearts of his countrymen. | do not remember what was
done, but | do remember the extreme mortification which | suf-
fered from the ill success of the movement.18

James Buchanan. Library of Congress.

In 1832, the centennial of Washington’s birth, Congress appointed a
joint committee of both houses to prepare a proposal for a fitting monu-
ment. The committee recommended, among other things, that John A.
Washington, a descendant of George Washington, agree to move the re-
mains of his illustrious forebear from Mount Vernon for interment in a
mausoleum beneath the nation’s Capitol, which had been provided with a
simple vault. The usual arguments arose, but John Washington ended the
debate by refusing to allow the removal of the remains. Once again, Con-
gress failed to memorialize Washington in the manner suggested in 1783 or
1799.19

In other lesser respects, however, Congress suceeded. It agreed to
commission John Vanderlyn, a well-known artist from New Y ork, to paint
afull-length portrait of Washington, which eventually hung in the Hall of

Representatives opposite the portrait of Lafayette. Vanderlyn copied the
head from Charles Stuart’s famous painting of Washington. During that
same session, Congress commissioned Horatio Greenough to sculpt a statue
partially copied from Houdon's famous bust of Washington. Although
Greenough designed the statue for the rotunda, it stood on the east grounds
of the Capitol in later years.20

The Vanderlyn portrait and the Greenough statue were minor at-
tempts to commemorate Washington during his centennial, but they were
not intended to fulfill the resolutions of 1783 or 1799. However, some in-
dividuals later argued that the Greenough statue was a sufficient memorial.
Congressional attempts to fulfill earlier Washington memorialization
pledges occurred later, but the results were feeble and negative. A monu-
ment to Washington would have to wait.
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Chapter i

THE IDEA BECOMES A REALITY

The Washington National Monument Society

It became apparent that if left to congressional action, a monument
to honor Washington would never materialize. Congress was widely criti-
cized for not acting. The prestigious National Intelligencer, the leading
newspaper in Washington, denounced Congress and the American people
for their apathy.1 Apparently, if any action was to be taken, it would have
to be by the private sector. The National Intelligencer called for a public
meeting of the citizens of Washington to consider the matter and redeem the
pledges of Congress. The appeal gained the support of many leading
citizens. One such person, George Watterston, a free-lance writer, city
alderman, and former Librarian of Congress, concluded that only a direct
public appeal would gain the needed results. Watterston became the spirit
behind a growing movement to make the long-awaited monument to
Washington a reality.2

George Watterson.
Library of Congress.




Prompted by Watterston and others, a public meeting convened in
the aldermen’s chamber of the City Hall on 26 September 1833. The large
number of citizens who attended showed considerable interest and
earnestness. After reviewing the congressional failure to fulfill promises
over the past 30 years, the group concluded that it could not expect that
body to be more successful in the future. The group therefore organized the
Washington National Monument Society, consisting of citizens largely
from the Washington area. Their object was to erect a monument to
Washington’s memory through voluntary contributions from the general
public. The newly formed organization quickly appointed committees to
draft a constitution and by-laws, devise a practical plan for raising funds,
and prepare an address to the nation.3

At its second meeting on October 31, the Society adopted a constitu-
tion and by-laws and elected officers. Chief Justice of the Supreme Court
John Marshall, who had offered the 1799 resolution in the House of
Representatives, became president of the Society. Other elected officers
were Judge William Cranch, first vice-president; John P. Van Ness (mayor
of Washington), second vice-president; William W. Seaton, third vice-
president; Samuel H. Smith, treasurer; and George Watterston, secretary.
The Society also elected al3-member board of managers, one of whom was
the historian Peter Force. Meanwhile, the organization established its head-
quarters and offices in basement rooms of City Hall, where it remained un-

til 18784
John Marshall.

Library of Congress.

When Marshall died in 1835, 85-year-old former President James

Madison succeeded him as president of the Society, although he realized

that his role would be honorary. In 1839 the Society amended its constitu-
tion to make the President of the United States its ex officio president. The
first to hold this position was President Andrew Jackson.>
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The organization carefully selected competent agents to collect funds
throughout the United States. In nearly every instance senators, represen-
tatives, or other political leaders of a state or territory nominated the agents
for appointment by the Society. After appointment, the Society bonded the
agents and required them to maintain accurate records of their funds and
report at frequent intervals. When the agents forwarded the funds to
Washington, the Society’s treasurer placed the money in banks. The agents
received a commission of 10 percent, later increased to 15 percent, for their
services. Of the large number of agents, only two failed to account for the
money they collected up to 1855. The Society publicized the fund-raising
campaign through the press and the pulpit.®

To permit the widest possible participation by the public in the fund
raising, the organization limited personal contributions to $1 per year.
Within three years, contributions totaled only $20,000. From time to time,
various groups raised small contributions at special events, but, in general,
the $1 donations kept the campaign alive. Progress in raising funds was
slow. The financial problems and the depressed state of the economy in
1837 affected fund raising. The agents suspended collections for several
years, despite the Society’s urgent appeals for more money. In 1845 the
Society wisely removed the $1 limit on contributions, and, for a while,
subscriptions increased. The amount raised grew to $62,450, but the Society
still had a long way to go.”

In addition to removing the ceiling, the Society resorted to other
fund-raising devices from time to time. It appealed to school children and
women’s organizations for money, put contribution boxes in post offices,
and asked census takers to hand out subscription blanks. After 1836, each
contributor received a souvenir lithograph of the winning design. In the
form of certificates, these lithographs bore the autographs of such promi-
nent individuals as Zachary Taylor, James K. Polk, George M. Dallas,
Henry Clay, Millard Fillmore, John Quincy Adams, Daniel Webster, and
Albert Gallatin. For those contributors who preferred other lithographs,
the Society also printed certificates with portraits of Washington. In spite of
these efforts, the Society garnered only $87,000 by 1847, a relatively small
amount for a 12-year campaign.8

Because of its lack of success, the Society inevitably became the ob-
ject of criticism. Ironically, Congress was one of the Society’s principal
critics. To allay any possible fears of mismanagement or misuse of funds,
the Society decided to place all of its business before the people in a state-
ment to the nation, but the censuring, however unjustified, did not cease.’

The Robert Mills Design

To spur enthusiasm and encourage contributions, the Society
decided that it must convince the public that the monument eventually

9
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Robert Mills. Library of Congress.

would be erected. Therefore, the Society resolved to solicit designs. On 6
July 1836 the board of managers appointed a committee and directed it to
prepare a notice for publication inviting designs for a monument costing at
least one million dollars. The Society published an advertisement on August
10, requesting designs from American artists and imposing only one limita-
tion—any plan offered should ‘‘harmoniously blend durability, simplicity,
and grandeur.”’10

The response was excellent. The committee reviewed many designs,
including one that resembled France’s Arc de Triomphe. After consulting
with experienced architects and studying all of the plans, the Soc1ety
selected one by Robert Mills.

Mills, a former student of Benjamin Latrobe, had designed many
Greek revival homes, customs houses, and other federal buildings. Further-
more in 1814 the citizens of Baltimore had selected his design for a monu-
ment in their city—the first important public tribute to Washington. For
that monument Mills designed a tall Greek column surmounted by a statue
sculptured by Causici. In 1836 Mills became Architect of Public Buildings
in Washington, a position he held for 15 years. During that period he was
chiefly responsible for the designs of the famous Treasury Building, Patent
Office, and Post Office.!!

For the Washington monument in the capital city Mills blended
Greek and Egyptian architecture. Monumental in scope, it included a grand
circular colonnaded pantheon 250 feet in diameter and 100 feet high. Above
the roof of the pantheon, he proposed a huge obelisk.

Mills took great pains to describe the elaborate pantheon. There was
no doubt that he intended to give this part of his design considerable em-
phasis. Meanwhile, he described the much simpler obelisk in these terms:

11
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In the centre of the grand terrace, above described, rises the
lofty obelisk shaft of the monument, 70 feet square at the base,
and 500 feet high, diminishing as it rises to its apex, where it is
forty feet square; at the foot of this shaft, and on each face,
project four massive zocles, 25 feet high, supporting so many
colossal symbolic tripods of victory, 20 feet high, surmounted
by facial columns with their symbols of authority. These zocle
faces are embellished with inscriptions, which are continued
around the entire base of the shaft, and occupy the surface of
that part of the shaft between the tripods. On each face of the
shaft above this is sculptured the four leading events in General
Washington’s eventful career, in basso relievo, and above this
the shaft is perfectly plain to within 50 feet of its summit, where
a simple star is placed, emblematlc of the glory which the name
of Washington has attained.!

To reach the top of the column, Mills planned an easy-graded gallery
within the shaft which could ‘‘be traversed by a railway, terminating in a
circular observatory, 20 feet in diameter, around which at the top is a look-
out gallery, which opens a prospect all around the horizon.”’13

Surrounded by 30 columns of massive proportions, the rotunda
formed the base of the monument. A 20-foot-high entablature, or upper
wall, crowned by a 15-foot-high balustrade, surmounted the rotunda. Mills
estimated the cost of the obelisk alone at $552,000, and of the entire monu-
ment at $1,222,000.14

Mills’ design was consistent with the classical tastes of the period. As
early as 1813 he had described his philosophy concerning structures of this
nature. He believed that solidity, simplicity, and a degree of cheerfulness
should characterize all monuments, which should not permit the mind to
turn away in ‘‘gloom or disgust.”” A monument, he noted, should *‘perpetu-
ate the virtues of the deceased’’ and emantate an ‘‘air of cheerful
gravity.”’13

Although his design basically followed his philosophy and, in
general, conformed to the conditions in the Society’s advertisement,
simplicity was not one of its major attributes. While the Society favored
Mills’ plan, professional and artistic circles did not fully accept it. For many
years it was the object of scorn, which delayed its implementation. Early
critics called it an ‘‘ill-assorted blend of Greek, Babylonian, and Egyptian
architecture.’’16

No less important an architect and critic than Henry van Brunt
claimed that America lacked a sense of education in the arts, a standard of
excellence, and professionals qualified to criticize it. Writing in 1880, just
before construction of the unfinished monument resumed, van Brunt stated
that ‘‘no person interested in our reputation as a civilized people can con-
template this completion without pain. »17

Criticisms of Mills’ design continued well into the 20th century.
Talbot Hamlin, a student of Greek revival architecture, said that if the
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original design, which added a tremendous Greek Doric oval pantheon to
the simple obelisk, had become a reality, it would undoubtedly ‘‘have
damaged its absolute and unified perfection.’’!8

Doubts and criticisms of the original plan were so widespread and
persistent that they ultimately reached Congress and the Society. Some of
the objections raised within the Society, however, were due more to the cost
than the design. After all, the Society had only raised $31,000 by the end of
1838, far less than the estimated $1 million or more necessary to construct
the monument. That same year, George Watterston issued a general state-
ment to the effect that ‘““We have not abandoned the hope that a plan,
which at its inception, was hailed with unequivocal approbation, may yet,
with proper modification be effected.‘1® Apparently Watterston was hint-
ing that even the Society was having second thoughts about Mills’ original
design.

While Watterston’s statement that the Society would not abandon
the design was reassuring, several years elapsed before the organization
finally made up its mind. In the meantime, one architectural firm that had
submitted a design in 1836 noted that although four years had elapsed, they
had not received notification of a final decision. Moreover, given the cur-
rent rate of subscriptions coming in, it would be 50 years before the Society
would have enough money. By then, the firm stated, new architectural
tastes would render the 1836 designs obsolete.20 Fortunately, the Society
did not have to wait that long.

Meanwhile, the Society received other criticisms and opinions. In
1844 the House Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds entered the
controversy, complicating matters even further. In recommending to Con-
gress a site for the monument, the committee concluded that a ‘‘temple
form’’ was the best design. The Society would have to build the monument
“‘upon such a scale as to be capable of containing the busts and statues of
the Presidents of the United States, and other illustrious men of our coun-
try, as well as paintings of all the historical subjects which have or may be
designed by our artists through ages yet to come.’’ The committee proposed
that the monument be 150 feet high surmounted by a statue of Washington
on its dome. On 25 May 1844, the House of Representatives introduced a
joint resolution that contained in substance the committee’s recommenda-
tions. Because Congress would have to pass legislation granting a site for
the monument, the Society reluctantly but wisely opposed this design. Con-
gress failed to act on the resolution, and the final question of design as well
as the site remained undecided.?!

A sense of realism and practicality rather than any serious questions
about the adequacy of the design led the Society to doubt the Mills pro-
posal. Many felt that with the paucity of funds and the improbability of ex-
tensive future contributions, the Society could not build the entire monu-
ment that Mills conceived then or later. In early 1848 a committee began
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considering the pros and cons of the many objections to the Mills design.
On 11 April 1848 the Society, acting upon the committee’s report, decided
to build only the obelisk, fixing its dimensions at 500 feet high, 55 feet
square at the base, and 35 feet square at the top. It left open the question of
a pantheon, terrace, and landscape. Meanwhile, contributions by now
totaled $87,000— enough to begin work.22

The Society had not abandoned the idea of a pantheon or an
equivalent structure at the base of the monument. In fact, the colorful and
elaborate certificates offered to contributors as late as 1848 included two
lithographs. One was the original Mills design containing both the obelisk
and pantheon with the caption ‘‘The Mon[ument] Complete With The Pan-
theon.’’ The second was a view of the obelisk alone with a plain terrace at
the base.?3

AN

Construction Begins

The Society’s announcement of its plans to begin work on the monu-
ment forced Congress to decide on a site. Suspicious of the whole project,
Congress hesitated to donate a site. The Society chided it for inaction.

Although some in Congress felt that Greenough’s statue was suffi-
cient to honor Washington, it received severe criticisms. This adverse at-
titude spurred the Society to increase its fund-raising activities and push for-
ward its request for a site.

At this time Congress became more concerned with the beautifica-
tion of the Mall. Previously, appropriations for the city of Washington had
been directed primarily toward improving Pennsylvania Avenue and other
important areas. The Society, which historically had always favored a site
on the Mall, felt that now was the proper time to force the issue and
threatened to purchase a site on privately-owned property.24

Unwilling to see this happen, Congress acted. Besides, the monu-
ment on the Mall seemed to be a good idea. On 31 January 1848 Congress
passed a joint resolution that authorized the Society to erect a monument
“‘upon such portion of the public grounds or reservations within the city of
Washington, not otherwise occupied, as shall be selected by the President of
the United States and the Board of Managers of the Society.’’25

The Society selected a site at public reservation number three on the
city’s plan. The site contained about 30 acres near the Potomac River,
directly west of the Capitol and south of the White House. L’Enfant had
chosen almost the exact site for a statue of Washington 56 years earlier.
L’Enfant’s site had been at the intersection of the city’s east-west and north-
south axes (the intersection of the White House and Capitol axes). Unquestion-
ably a dramatic site for a monument of this nature, isn’t use was ruled out
by subsurface conditions and swampy and unstable earth. On 12 April 1848
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President Polk executed the deed that transferred the land to the Society.26
The site was about 370 feet east of the White House axis and 123 feet south
of the Capitol axis.?” This deviation from the L'Enfant plan later caused
many problems for landscape architects working on beautifying the Mall.
The construction of the Lincoln and Jefferson memorials eventually rec-
tified the lack of symmetry produced by the Washington Monument.
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L'Enfant's proposed site for a monument to George Washington is located at the
circle where the axes of the White House and the Capitol come together. Library of
Congress (photograph USZ62-8909).

The monument location remains one of the Society’s greatest
achievements. In addition to its designation on L’Enfant’s plan and the fact
that it had President Washington's support, the site possessed a beautiful
view of the Potomac and elevated the monument so that it could be seen
from all parts of the city and surrounding areas, including Mount Vernon.
Also, because it was a public reservation, the government could prohibit the
erection of any obstructions. Finally, the site was so close to the river that
contractors could easily ship materials-stone, sand, and lime-there at
relatively little expense.28

After selecting the site, the Society appointed a building committee
to administer contracts, make major appointments, and handle ac-
counts-in short, provide general supervision of construction. Almost im-
mediately, the committee constructed temporary facilities at the sSite to
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shelter the stonecutters and store the stones shipped to the site. The commit-
tee also built a watchman’s house, lapidarium, latrines, and other wooden
facilities. Also, the committee ordered the erection of rigs for lifting stone,
both at the wharf and at the monument site.2%

To obtain building materials as soon as possible, the committee
quickly negotiated contracts for the delivery of gneiss, marble, and blue
stone. In 1848 William Early of Washington received a contract to deliver
blue stone for the foundation. The blocks were to measure not less than 16
feet long and 7 feet thick. After Early delivered the stone to the wharf adja-
cent to a road leading up to the site, a rig hoisted it from the scow onto
wagons drawn by oxen, which then conveyed it to the site.30

Thomas Symington provided the marble for the superstructure from
his quarry near Baltimore. The committee thoroughly tested the strength of
the marble before signing a contract and found that it could bear a pressure
more than 15 times greater than it would normally sustain in any part of the
monument.3!

When the rough marble arrived, stonecutters dressed and polished it,
and stonemasons put it into place. At that time, stone-dressing was chang-
ing from a slow and tedious manual process to a mechanical one. Many in
the industry believed that machinery was more economical and certainly
faster than the manual process. Areas such as New York City, where much
marble construction was popular due to the rich Westchester County quar-
ries and the interest in Greek revival architecture, already used machinery.
William Dougherty, superintendent of construction, who worked under the
guidance of Robert Mills, tried to convince the building committee to use
machinery by demonstrating that during 1852 the Society paid $4,205 to cut
and dress the marble manually. To have dressed the same amount of marble
by machinery, Dougherty said, would have cost only $3,310, a considerable
savings. No evidence indicates that Dougherty ever convinced the building
committee. 32

Soon after Symington began work under his contract, he discovered
that the railroad did not have enough cars to transport all of his marble.
Delays caused rough stone to accumulate at the quarry. At one point Sym-
ington complained that he had to stop quarrying because he had no room to
store the marble awaiting transportation. At the monument site the delay
kept stonecutters and masons idle.33

The building committee ran up against expenses that had not been
calculated during contract negotiations. The blocks of marble for the cor-
nices of the two large doorways led to unexpected expenses. When quarry-
men accidentally split ashler marble, as they frequently did, they made sim-
ple adjustments and ultimately used nearly every split block. On the other
hkand, when quarrymen removed unusually shaped blocks for cornices and
architraves, they took extreme pains to prevent a split because that would
make the stone unusable. Although not necessarily greater in weight than
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the ashler stone, these blocks cost more. Also, a quarryman could quarry
and handle 500 tons of ashler stone at less cost than a cornice or architrave
block. Although unnegotiated and unmentioned in the contract, this inequity
caused Symington to complain. The building committee decided to allow
him $2 per foot for eight blocks of marble that he furnished for the door-
ways.34

There is little evidence of Mills’ employment practices at the monu-
ment. Because of his duties as Architect of Public Buildings and his involve-
ment in the construction of the Treasury Building, Patent Office, and Post
Office at the time, he very likely left details of hiring employees to Dougher-
ty, the superintendent of construction, with the concurrence of the building
committee. Mills did insure that construction conformed to his design and
specifications. Dougherty, who received his appointment in June 1848,
handled much of the day-to-day supervision at the site, checking materials
and overseeing their installation. The building committee appointed David
Hepburn, who enjoyed a reputation as a skilled builder, as foreman under
Dougherty. Hepburn was largely responsible for directing the construction
of the foundation. During the first year of construction, when the Society
concentrated on the foundation, a relatively small crew worked on the
monument—14 stonemasons, 2 stonecutters, 4 carpenters, and 1 rigger. By
December 1849, 57 men worked regularly at the site.3>

Wages for the workers in those years reveal the basic differences be-
tween supervisory, skilled, and unskilled staff. Hepburn, the foreman,
received $2.50 a day. A mastermason got $2.00 a day, blacksmiths $1.75,
carpenters $1.00 to $2.00, and ordinary laborers $1.00. By 1851 stonecutters
received $2.25 a day, but laborers still got only $1.00, an indication of how
poorly the unskilled worker fared.36

Excavations for the foundation began in the spring of 1848. In May
the board of managers advertised for gneiss stone from the quarries of the
Potomac Valley. The gneiss was to be large, durable, not less than 4 feet
square, and 9 to 12 inches thick. The stones were to cover 1,600 to 3,600
feet.37 Mills described the foundation for the 500-foot shaft in an 1848

article:

The foundation [is] built with massive stones of the firmest tex-
ture, the blue rock of the Potomac Valley, many of the blocks
of which weigh from six to eight tons, and which come out of
the quarry in square masses, as if cut with the tool, and of
varied shapes, so that when laid in the foundation they allow
and are made to dovetail into each other, forming thereby a
stronger mass of masonry than if the same were squared up as
in regular masonry. The mortar used in bedding and binding
the stones is composed of hydraulic cement and strong stone
lime, with their proper proportion of coarse sharp sand, which
will become as hard as the stone it binds in a very few weeks.
Every crevice of the stone is filled up with this mortar, and
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grouted. The square or footing of this foundation for the
obelisk is eighty feet each way, and rising by offsets or steps
twenty five feet high, the whole built of solid masonry, upon
which the obelisk shaft will be placed.38

Mills and the building committee had a serious responsibility for the
safety of the foundation and the obelisk. After the workmen completed the
foundation, the committee and Mills invited a group of 12 to 15 architects,
engineers, and other experts to make a final inspection of the foundation
before construction of the superstructure got underway. According to
Thomas Carbery, chairman of the building committee, the entire group ex-
pressed the highest confidence in the foundation, noting that ‘it could not
be better.”’39

Mills, who was present at the inspection, later wrote:

Every precaution was taken to test the understrata where the
foundations were laid. A well was dug some little distance,
which indicated favorably; the strata was found very compact,
requiring a pick to break it up, and at the depth of twenty feet a
solid bed of gravel was reached, and six feet lower an abundant
supply of the finest water was obtained.

Though the indication were [sic] satisfactory, the architect of
the work directed a shaft to be sunk in the centre of the founda-
tion, twenty feet below the bottom of the same, and the same
results took place as in the case of the well.

This shaft was also walled up, and has served a good purpose
in keeping the foundations dry, and will serve a valuable one
hereafter in furnishing a full supply of excellent water as the
work goes up; as, by means of a force pump, it could be sent up
to the top of the monument, thus supplying a refreshing
beverage to the workmen, as well as meeting the demands of the
work for water.40

With the foundation in place, on 4 July 1848 workmen laid the
cornerstone of the shaft amid considerable fanfare. Thomas Symington, the
marble contractor, donated the block. Symington took meticulous care in
removing the cornerstone from the quarry, transporting it safely and on
time to the site, and dressing it. The stone was 6.5 square feet by about 2.5
feet thick and weighed 24,500 pounds. For this occasion, everyone donated
his services. The Susquehanna and Baltimore Railroad shipped the stone to
Washington free. On its arrival, a large body of workmen from the Wash-
ington Navy Yard, assisted by other citizens who volunteered their services,
transported the stone to the site. Mathew G. Emery, a stonemason and con-
tractor who later became mayor of Washington, cut and dressed the stone
free of charge. He cut a sizeable hole in the stone for a zinc case filled with
memorabilia associated with the event.4!

Many dignitaries attended the ceremony. In addition to members of
the Society and Mills, the guests included President James Polk; Speaker of
the House of Representatives Robert C. Winthrop, who gave the oration;
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James K. Polk. Library of Congress.

several ranking federal, state, and diplomatic officials; Alexander
Hamilton’s widow; and Dolley Madison, wife of the fourth President of the
United States. The press noted that the ceremonies “surpassed in
magnificence and mora grandeur anything of the kind ever witnessed in
this metropolis, since the formation of the Republic.” The workmen laid
the cornerstone at the northeast angle of the foundation.42

Aside from the early problems of transporting the rough marble
from the quarries, construction progressed normally. Robert Mills could
boast as early as September 1848, not long after the workmen laid the
cornerstone, that “the foundations are now brought up nearly to the sur-
face of the ground; the second step being nearly completed, which covers up
the corner stone.” He added that “about two thousand perches of stone are
laid, and it is expected the foundations will be all ready for the stone work
before the winter sets in."43

Work on the superstructure must have started nearly on schedule,
for by the end of 1852 the shaft reached 126 feet.44 In September 1854
Superintendent Dougherty outlined the state of construction in some detall
to the chairman of the building committee, advising him to take certain
measures to insure progress. Dougherty explained that:

thereisnow on the ground 835 feet face measurement or about
1500 cubic feet of marble which will make 2 additional courses
and leave a balance of 51 feet face measurement which by the
1st of October will be increased to about 150 feet, leaving 240
feet required to make an additional course.. ..

The funds on hand affected construction, and Dougherty’s job was
to keep the building committee informed not only of progress but aso of
any additional work that could be accomplished economically. Thus, he felt
constrained to give the chairman the following advice:

It would be very desirable could the marble which is now laying
on the ground cut be set in the building as it will be liable toin-
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jury should it be suffered to remain on the ground....have
spoken to the men and told them the probability of the work
being stopped on the 1st of October. They agree should the
Board permit them to continue to take any portion of their
wages (no matter how small) which it may be convenient to pay
them and to wait for the balance until funds were collected, so
that by an outlay of say $1000, between the 1st of November
and the 1st of December, all the stone now cut could be set in
the building, leaving none but the rough marble on the ground
which could not be injured.. . .45

The spectre of declining contributions always haunted the Society.
Although it had agreed to the Mills plan for an obelisk as high as 600 feet,
limited funds forced the Society to fix the height at 500 feet. If additional
money became available, the Society would build the monument to its
original proposed height. Carbery, chairman of the building committee,
explained that the cost to erect only 500 feet was $375,000 but the price for
600 feet was $475,000. These figures did not include construction of the iron
stairway and platforms or any work on the grounds surrounding the
obelisk.46

Memorial Stones

In 1849 some citizens from Alabama proposed to quarry and dress a
block of marble from that state and present it to the Society as a gift for the
inside of the monument. This proposal induced the Society to adopt a
policy that, at first, appeared beneficial but later proved unfortunate. The
Society thought it proper to represent all the states and territories at the
monument by having them contribute memorial stones that would be fitted
into the interior walls. The Society hoped that the memorial stones might
compensate for the lack of funds. In any event, the states willingly donated,
and blocks of stone—marble, granite, sandstone, and other durable
stones—arrived at the site from all parts of the country.

Later the Society permitted Indian tribes, societies, professional
organizations, labor unions, businesses, individuals, and even foreign coun-
tries to donate memorial stones. The Society limited the size of the stones to
4 feet long, 2 feet high, and 12 to 18 inches thick, and suggested inscrip-
tions, such as the name of the state or donor and, if desired, the coat of
arms. However, the instructions were often vague, and donors submitted all
sizes and types of lettering and inscriptions. Stones from foreign countries,
including China, France, Greece, and England, arrived with inscriptions in
their respective languages. In short, uniformity was frequently sacrificed.4’

Some groups went to extensive pains to raise the money necessary to
provide a stone. The American Medical Association, meeting in Richmond,
Virginia, in 1852 appointed a committee to issue a circular to all its
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The Washington Monument in 1853, as shown in Gleason's Pictorial Drawing-Room
Companion. Library of Congress (photograph USZ62-32301).

members soliciting $1 donations. Some entrepreneurs were evidently more
interested in advertising their product than in paying tribute to their na-
tional hero. The Society inserted these stones in the walls along with the
rest.48

The Society attached considerable importance to the formalities sur-
rounding the acceptance of memoria stones.’ Delegations from the various
states and foreign governments, and frequently even the President of the
United States, were present to dedicate a donated stone.4®

By 1855 the Society had installed 92 stones in the rising walls of the
shaft’s interior. Each of the states and two territories had made their con-
tributions. More memorial stones arrived than could be emplaced, so the
Society temporarily stored them in the lapidarium.0
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Contributions Fade and Work Is Halted

By the end of 1854, six years after construction began, the Society
had exhausted its funds. Internal dissension within the Society, the serious
economic conditions of the times, and the political turmoil that would
culminate in the Civil War prevented the Society from raising more money.

By 1854 the Society had spent $230,000. The board of managers
presented a memorial to Congress that described the state of construction
and explained that all recent efforts to obtain funds had failed. The Society
was asking Congress for help, but it could not have chosen a more inap-
propriate time. Congress could not do anything to ameliorate the situation,
nor was it so inclined, and so the matter rested.5!

By the time work stopped in 1854, the shaft had risen to 152 feet. It
measured 55 feet and 1.5 inches on each of its four sides. The shaft tapered
upward so that each side at the top measured nearly 49 feet. The center of
the obelisk, which formed the well, measured 25 feet and 1 inch on each
side. The masonry consisted of a large crystal white marble facing and a
blue gneiss stone rubble backing. The marble facing varied from 14 to 18
inches thick in courses of 2 feet rise. The stretchers outran the headers,
which were about 6 feet long, with no attempt to obtain a regular bond. The
thickness of the walls at the top was almost 12 feet and at the base was
about 15 feet. The weight of the partially completed shaft was estimated at
about 31,152 tons.52

As conceived in his plan, Mills built two entrances to the monument,
one facing east and the other west. Designed with an Egyptian motif, they
were 15 feet high and 6 feet wide. A heavy pediment and an entablature
displaying a carved winged ball and asp surmounted each doorway. These
designs were consistent with the massive pantheon included in the original
Mills design for the base of the obelisk.33

The foundation of the shaft was 80 feet square on each side of the
bed. This bed was 7.67 feet below the general level of the ground, 23.34 feet
thick, and 58.5 feet long on each side at the top. It extended upward in eight
steps, resembling a truncated cone. The foundation consisted of bluestone
gneiss. Spawls and mortar composed largely of lime and sand filled the in-
terstices between the stones.54 With the exception of a very small section
added to the walls, the monument remained in this unfinished state for
more than two decades, much to the embarassment of many Americans.
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Chapter Il

THE INTERREGNUM

The economic conditions and the political turmoil of the 1850s kept
the Society from raising enough funds for the monument. The controversy
that raged between the North and South as they slowly approached war
made any consistent or prolonged attempt to raise money extremely dif-
ficult. The internal affairs of the Washington National Monument Society
had an even more direct effect upon fund raising. Congress accused the
Society of mismanaging its funds and using them to buy petty services and
trivia. Such charges impugned the integrity of the Society, which, in answer-
ing Congress, was frequently placed on the defensive.!

The Pope’s Stone

But for two events, Congress would have supplied funds despite its
general mistrust of the Society. In 1854, the Roman Pontiff, head of the
Roman Catholic Church and ruler of the small Italian Papal States, in-
dicated his willingness to contribute a memorial stone to the monument. As
early as 1852, the Pope had revealed that a stone from the Temple of Con-
cord in Rome would be sent. Certain anti-Catholic groups in America that
despised anything that carried the Pontiff’s blessing strongly protested. An
1852 pamphlet argued that the Society should not accept the stone because
the Pope was a foreign tyrant. This same publication expressed the fear that
as more Catholics migrated to America, the Pope would gain enough power
to some day reign here. Fanatical messages of this nature and other expres-
sions of bigotry flooded the Society, urging that the stone not be accepted.?

Much of this opposition to the Pope’s Stone stemmed from the
Know-Nothing Party, formed to prevent immigrants, especially Catholics,
from entering the country. The party had its largest following in Baltimore
and Washington. In 1854 Washington elected John T. Towers, a Know-
Nothing, as mayor.3 Having made some political headway, this party flexed
its muscles at the Washington National Monument Society with impunity.

Despite strong opposition, the Pope’s Stone arrived at the monu-
ment site in 1854. It was temporarily stored in the lapidarium where two
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armed guards were stationed at all times. During the early hours of 6 March
1854, several members of the Know-Nothing Party overpowered the guards
and removed the stone. They carried it to the river where they broke off
some pieces for souvenir hunters before tossing the rest into the water.
This vandalism created a considerable national stir. The Society of-
fered a reward of $100 for any information leading to the arrest of the van-
dals. It also fired the watchman after concluding that he was part of the
conspiracy.# There was no doubt that serious damage had been done to the
Society’s cause. Anger was widespread among Catholics, who rightfully felt
that the vandalism had been directed at them, and among Protestants, who
looked suspiciously upon the motives of the Know-Nothings. As a result,
contributions to the Society, already meager, ceased altogether.

Control of the Society

The Society’s situation could not have been worse in 1854. Never-
theless, its cause might have succeeded had not yet another unfortunate
event occurred the next year. In 1854 the Society had appealed to Congress
for assistance in raising the money needed to complete the monument.
Some in Congress were still receptive, although most lacked faith in the
Society. The House of Representatives referred the request to a select com-
mittee of 13. On 22 February 1855, chairman Henry May of the committee
made an impassioned plea in behalf of the Society, recommending that
Congress donate $200,000 to the beleaguered organization. He made it clear
that this sum was to be only a contribution towards the monument; Con-
gress did not intend to assume the full expense of building it.5

Just as it appeared that Congress would appropriate the $200,000,
the Know-Nothings seized control of the Washington National Monument
Society. The party called a meeting on the evening of 22 February 1855,
which was contrary to the by-laws of the organization, and packed it with
Society members who were also members of the party. Arguing that the
Society had hired too many foreign born and Catholics, they elected new of-
ficers and a new board of managers sympathetic to their political and social
views. Superintendent Dougherty refused to acknowledge the authority of
the new board of managers and boarded up all the temporary buildings at
the monument site to prevent their takeover. The new board ultimately
replaced him with Samuel Briggs.¢

For three years the two societies existed side by side. During that
time the old board of managers made every effort to resolve the matter but
to no avail. The new board adamantly insisted on its legitimacy. It accused
the old board of withholding information and records needed to run the
organization; not delivering the treasurer’s books and papers; not inform-
ing the new board of contracts; permitting tools and machinery to
deteriorate; and allowing the marble supply to become exhausted.”
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Fortunately, as the power and successes of the American Party
waned, so did its influence over the Society. The Know-Nothings finally re-
linquished their control over the Society in 1858 after an unsuccessful at-
tempt to raise money. In the three years they controled the monument, they
added only 26 feet of masonry, marble that the master mason had originally
rejected as imperfect.8

This second embarassing episode taught the Society that an
organization designed to collect funds on a national scale could not manage
its affairs by a voluntary association of members living so far apart. In
1859, one year after the old board resumed control, Congress wisely incor-
porated the Society. With this new legality to strengthen and support it, the
Society was prepared to move ahead with its fund raising. The ill-fated at-
tempt to gain congressional support for funds, begun in 1855, had to wait
another four years. By then it was too late—the war was fast approaching.

Meanwhile, the Society tried to revive public interest and obtain aid
for completion. It devised a plan to secure contributions from voters at all
municipal and general elections and sought appropriations from state
legislatures. Through circular letters, it asked for aid from all political, cor-
porate, or voluntary bodies; the United States Army and Navy; societies;
churches; and individuals. Despite these well-meaning efforts, little money
trickled into the Society’s coffers. At a general election in Washington on 6
June 1859, the Society received contributions amounting to only $150.76.9
Although appeals for funds were made by the Society from time to time
with some minor successes, responses soon stopped completely. The nation
torn by a civil war turned its attention towards more pressing matters.

The lack of funds and the conflicts that existed among the old board
of managers reopened the question of the foundation’s safety and the ap-
propriateness of the design. Despite strong opposition, the Society felt an
obligation to the people who had supported the monument project and
fought courageously to retain the site and what had been completed.
Although the Society had modified the original Mills design, much of this
alteration was aimed at forestalling any further temporizing. Lack of funds
justified this change. ‘‘Let the present generation,’’ said Congressman May
in 1855, ‘“at least complete the shaft, and we may then permit those who
come after us to finish the whole work.”’10 Thus, by 1859, the Mills design
had not been abandoned, but only altered to accomodate the current state
of finances.

The foundation was a different matter entirely. The foundation had
already been built, and the Society had to counter criticisms concerning its
safety by calling on engineers and scientists to convince the public of its
safety. In 1859, having been given renewed vitality by its congressional .
charter, the Society asked Secretary of War John Floyd to assign an Army
Engineer to examine the foundation. Lieutenant Joseph C. Ives of the
Corps of Engineers was selected for this work. :
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Lieutenant Ives was born in New York City, and graduated from the
United States Military Academy in 1852. Early in his career he had been ap-
pointed commander of an expedition to explore the Colorado River. The
Army later appointed him astronomer and surveyor to a commission that
surveyed the boundary between California and the adjacent territories.
After his brief but important assignment to the Washington National
Monument, he joined the Confederacy and was appointed chief engineer of
the coastlines of South Carolina, Georgia, and East Florida. Later he
became aide-de-camp to President Jefferson Davis of the Confederacy.!!

Ives’ principal duty at the monument was to study the stability and

“safety of the foundation. In his report to the Society, he stated that he could
not detect any signs of settling or insecurity. The only defects he found were
a few chipped blocks of marble in the lowest courses of the shaft, the result
of joints being laid too close together. He believed, however, that an ade-
quate base could hide these defective joints.!2 Lieutenant Ives’ findings on-
ly temporarily alleviated some of the doubts about the foundation’s stabili-
ty. The issue was to be raised again and again.

Although associated with the Society only briefly, Ives also became
involved in fund raising. Whether the Society originally intended this or
whether Ives later assumed this responsibility, is not clear. In any event,
soon after he tested the foundation and reported his results, he became em-
broiled in fund-raising activities. One writer has said that the Secretary of
‘War permitted him to hold the position of treasurer for the Society while
also carrying out his engineering duties. Such a position seems odd for a
military person on active duty. Moreover, the Society’s historian does not
refer to such an appointment. He does say that Ives submitted a plan to
raise funds by erecting contribution boxes in post offices throughout the
country and designating postmasters as agents for the Society to care for
and supervise the funds. At the end of the four months the plan was in
operation, the Society collected $2,240 from 841 post offices, far short of its
goal. By the end of 1859, the Society’s total receipts amounted to only
$3,075.13

No one could accuse the Society of apathy toward fund raising, but
it was difficult to overcome the general public indifference. Construction on
the monument had stopped long ago, and the Civil War halted collections.
Now the Society had to preserve what had been completed.

During the war the unfinished monument symbolized the break be-
tween the states. Union soldiers drilled on the monument grounds. In 1861
the Union Army notified the Society that it needed the grounds to graze cat-
tle to feed the troops. The Army also stored hay in the temporary structures
and constructed a slaughterhouse nearby. The Army fenced in the grounds
to prevent the cattle from wandering off, but this did not keep Southern
sympathizers from communicating with Virginia pickets and intimidating
government clerks around the unfinished monument.14 On 22 February
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Themonument grounds in 1862, as depicted in Leslie's Illustrated Newspaper.
Library of Congress (photograph USZ62-59908).

1862, in what was considered to be a heroic feat, a rigger from the Navy
Yard ascended the walls of the monument by rope, hand-over-hand, and
placed a Union flag at the summit.%
At the end of the war, the unfinished monument and its grounds,
like the rest of Washington, had been seriously neglected and remained a
sorry spectacle. Surrounded by the rubble of broken stones and the debris
from the cattle pens and slaughter house, the stump of the monument
became an eyesore and a symbol of civic decay. Mark Twain caustically
referred to it as a “factory chimney with the top broken off."16
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In the meantime, the Society tried to begin where it had left off
before the war. With renewed vigor, it called attention to thé unfinished .
monument. A large number of people attended its first postwar meeting, on
22 February 1866. President Andrew Johnson, presiding at the meeting,
gave a stirring speech. ‘‘Let us restore,’” he said, ‘‘the Union, and let us pro-
ceed with the Monument as its symbol until it shall contain the pledge of all
the States of the Union.”’17 Although construction of the monument was
one of the few issues that North and South could agree upon, his words, like
those of the Society, were ignored.

During the postwar years the Society tried fruitlessly to obtain an ap-
propriation from Congress. As before the war, it sought the aid of state and
territorial legislatures as well as private groups and individuals, but the at-
tempts failed abysmally. In criticizing the apparent lack of patriotism in
Americans, one writer said:

There never has been a time when this amount can be raised so
easily. The country is full of money, and millions are yearly ex-
pended in extravagence [sic] and folly. A little more genuine
patriotism would relieve the nation from the ridiculous position
in which this unfinished structure places it.18

Unfortunately, the problem was deeper than that. The nation was still reel-
ing from the effects of the war; it would take years before the wounds
would heal.
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Chapter IV

REVIVAL OF INTEREST

Marshall’s Investigations

Isolated voices occasionally decried the lack of interest in the monu-
ment and encouraged the nation to revive its efforts to build a memoria to
Washington. The New York Herald called the unfinished monument “a
disgrace to our people,” and urged that it be completed immediately. The
newspaper suggested a plan to reward individuals or corporations that con-
tributed $1,000 to $5,000 by inscribing their names on a block of stone in
the monument. Also, the Society’s archives should maintain a list of those
contributing $100 to $500. Some business organizations generously offered
their services and material. One marble company offered to contribute all

The monument in 1878, standing as it had for 25 years. Library of Congress
(photograph BH823-2).
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the marble necessary to complete the monument if the Society assumed the
quarrying and transportation expenses.! Many of these proposals were
unrealistic, and some even bordered on the ridiculous, but they did indicate
a strong sentiment in the country to complete the monument.

In spite of the many postwar social and economic problems, interest
in the monument gained momentum because of the country’s forthcoming
centennial. Speeches about the celebration flooded congressional halls.
Newspapers al over the country saw the centennial as an opportunity to
promote and hold interest in the monument. The Washington National
Monument Society felt that it should seek congressional aid immediately.
The Society opposed returning to the old system of relying on contribu-
tions, at least until construction continued. In a letter to the chairman of the
House Committee for the District of Columbia, the secretary of the Society,
John Carroll Brent, appealed to Congress for an appropriation so that work
could resume. The House of Representatives received the request and on 27
January 1873 appointed a select committee to confer with the Society on
how best to complete the monument in time for the centennial celebration.?2

In less than a month the committee presented its report, concluding
that the time was propitious for congressional action. After reviewing the .
monument’s long history and agreeing on the suitability of the design and
site, the committee reaffirmed the Society’s belief that the elaborate and
costly pantheon surrounding the shaft was not essential to the completion
of the obelisk itself and could be added later. The committee concluded that
the obelisk, “This rich and massive shaft, though simple and plain, would
be a noble monument, worthy of the sublime character which it is designed
to testify."3

Before the select committee submitted its report it wisely asked
technical experts about the foundation’s stability. Norton P. Chipman,
chairman of the committee, asked Magor General Andrew A. Humphreys,
the Army’s Chief of Engineers, whether there was any reason to question

Ff-_- Andrew A. Humphreys.
Library of Congress.
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the stability of the monument’s foundation. Chipman wondered if the
foundation had shifted or settled since Lieutenant Ives had tested it in 1859
and asked Humphreys to have a competent engineer examine the founda-
tion. Chipman also requested estimates of the costs to complete the monu-
ment and build a plain but suitable base instead of a pantheon.4

Humphreys detailed First Lieutenant William Louis Marshall to this
project. A young and bright engineer, Marshall presented his results within
a few days. A graduate of the United States Military Academy in 1868,
Marshall later distinguished himself in other areas of engineering and in
western explorations. He became the Chief of Engineers in 1908. Marshall
believed it was ‘‘practicable at present to present only the results of a
necessarily hasty and superficial inspection of the monument and its foun-
dation course.’’S Although Marshall studied Ives’ report, the Society’s
records did not contain the original experiments and investigations con-
ducted by Mills and his colleagues. This lack of information created a
serious problem for engineers and other experts assigned to examine the
monument in the 1870s.

Why the select committee gave Marshall so little time to investigate
and report on a problem that they obviously considered a serious one re-
mains a mystery. In any event, Marshall generally agreed with Ives’ 1859
report. His examination failed to reveal any significant changes in the con-
dition of the obelisk or its foundation. He objected to the blue gneiss stone
in the foundation, which was not sufficiently uniform in texture and
strength. He believed that dressed stone offered the greatest resistance to
compression and would distribute the weight more uniformly over the bed
of the foundation. Finally, he concluded that ‘‘all questions as to the stabil-
ity of the shaft itself have been answered by Lieutenant Ives, in whose con-
clusion I concur.”” Marshall confessed that because of insufficient time, he
could not estimate the cost of completion of the obelisk. He recommended
building a simple, primarily earth terrace with a paved upper surface,
““presenting the appearance of a massive obelisk shooting vertically from
the solid earth.’’6

The select committee approved Marshall’s report. Like Ives, Mar-
shall presented ‘‘sufficient [evidence] that there is no ground for fear which
has been expressed as to the security of the foundations.”” The committee
recommended a congressional appropriation of $200,000 to help the Society
begin its work, but estimated that it would cost about $700,000 to complete
the shaft and provide a simple terrace. The committee thought that the
Society could complete the obelisk in time for the centennial. Finally, the
committee recommended that further Congressional appropriations be con-
ditional on a competent engineer’s thorough examination of the existing
structure to determine if it could be safely built to a